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STATE 0} SOUTI-I CAROLINA

BEFORI", TI-IE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

DOCKE'I'O. 201g-321-E

In re: Application of Duke Energy
Carol inas, LLC for Approval of
Proposed Electric Tran sportation Pilot
And An Accounting Order to Defer
Capital and Operating Iixpenses

SIRRRA CLUB COMMENTS

I. Introduction

Sierra Club appreciates thc opportunity to provide c&nnments on Duke Energy Carolinas,

LI,C's ("DEC"'r the "Company" ) proposed Electric Transportation Pilot program ("ET Pilot" or

the "Pilot" ). 'I"hese comments address: our interest and expertise in reviewing utility proposals to

aci;elerate transporiaiion electrification; the benefits of'ransportation electrification for South

Carolina; the FT Pilot components and minm modilicatiims to maximize program impact; and

additional considerations for (.".ommission action to support transportation electrification.

I"or several reasons, Sierra ('lub supports ihe ET Pilot, First, the Pilot's modest porttolio

of proposed programs woi '"'upport electrification of three iuarket-ready electric vehicle ("EV")

technologies: electric cars, electric school buses and electric transit buses. Second, the ET Pilot

would address key barriers to electrification. I'or electric cars, DEC proposes to deploy charging

stations for two core infrastructure categories—home charging and corridor fast charging; for

electric buses, DEC would help overcome thc barriers of upfront inf'rastructure and vehicle cost,

which remain obstacles despite lower total costs of ownership. Finally, the Pilot's emphasis on

'learning-by-doing" and ihe integration of new EV load for grid and customer benefit would help

South Carolilul i'ealize the many bcneliis of transportation electrification sooner rather than later,
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For these reasons, Siena Club urges the Commission to approve DFC's ET Pilot subject

to the minor modifications described in sections IV, below, and summarized here:

~ For the Residential EV Charging Program, the Company should require that recipients of

rcbates take service on an applicable time-of-use rate for purposes of charging the vehicle,

and metering for electricity usage on that rate should be tested using the metering

capabilities embedded in the smart charging stations to be deployed under that program;

~ I or the Direct Current I'ast Charging Station Program, the Company should set the rates at

E'I'ilot stations to provide for fuel cost savings relative to gasoline for EV drivers;

~ For the I. V Transit I3us and EV School I'3ns Charging Programs„ the Commission should

lead a stakeholder process to inventory the Company's existing commercial and industrial

rates that may apply to charging of medium- and heavy-duty vehicles, and relbrm or

repkicc those rates as necessary to support charging use cases;

hi addition, in section V below, we request that the Commission take action to direct the

Company to remove any taril'f restrictions that would prevent non-utility hosts ol EV charging&

stations I'iom pricing for EV charging services on a per kilo-watt hour basis, and further ask that

ihe Commission direct the Company to develop I.,V program ol'I'crings that will address EV

charging issues at multi-unit dwellings and other programs that will support clean transportation

for all customers in any future filing.

II. Sierra Club's interest anil expertisc.

Sierra Club is the nation's oldest and largest grassroots environmental organization, with

more than 3.5 million members and supporters nationwide and over 6,400 members in South

Carolina. Sierra Club is dedicated to the protection of public health and the environment and has

long been a leading& voice for cle:in vehicles, from working to strengthen common-sense vehicle
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efficiency and pollution standards to education and outreach efforts on the benefits of electric cars,

trucks and buses.

Sierra Club has signihcant experience with the policy and legal issues at the intersection

ofEVs and uiility regulation. We have worked lo address these issues across thc country, providing

comments, expert testimony, prcscntations and briefing to more than 20 state utility commissions.

Sierra Club is also a founding member ol'he Transportation Electrification Accord', a set of

guiding principles on EV and utility regulatory issues that has been joined by over 120

organizations and compar, e representing labor, environmental, consumer, low-income, vehicle

manufacturer, 11V technology comps&tv, a&id investor-owned and cooperative utility interests,

among others,

111. Transportation electrification can benefit all MC customers and South Carolinians.

Done right, widespread transporiation electrification will benefit all utility customers and

Soutli C arolina generally. MJ bradley and Associates estimate that a mass market for EVs

consistent with meeting long-term greenhouse gas (011G) reduction goals could provide

cumulative benefits of $24 billion to South Carolina. Of those total net benefits:

~ $6.7 billion would accrue to electric utility customers in the form of reduced electric

bills; and

~ $ 17.9 billion would accrue directly to South Carolina drivers in the form of reduced annual

vehicle operating costs.

The Transportation l:lectrification Accord "outlines how transportation electrification can be advanced in a manner
that benefits all utility custo&t&ers and users of all forms of transportation, while supporting the evolution of a cleaner
grid and stimulating innovation and competition for U.S. companies." The Accord can be accessed at:
w I& w.thggii&L'I.'Ol(t.gllln
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The potential $6.7 oillion in reduced electric bills resulting fiom improved utilization of

the grid estimated by MJ Bradley study is directionally consistent with numerous analyses

conducted by other industry experts, including The National Research Council of the National

Academies, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory., and Energy and Environmental Economics

(E3). Like MJ Bradley, these experts have also concluded that electricity system benefits are

maximized where EV charging is managed to occur at off-peak times.

While potential $6.7 billion in grid benefits is squarely within the Commission's traditional

regulatory purview, the larger $ 17.9 billion in reduced fuel and maintenance costs will accrue to

people who are also utility customers. The electric industry and its regulators have a long history

of advtnicing energy ef'ficiency programs and bill-assistance programs to help utility et&stun&ers

who spend a disproportioniite share of'heir income on electric bills, but the average American

household spends twice as much on gasoliite tain(tally as it does on electricity. 13lectrifying the

transportation sector pros iiles utility regulators an opportunity to offer households more

comprehensive relict; cutting their transpot4ation fuel l&ill at least in half (and potentially more if

customers charge during off'-peak hours on properly designed time-variant rates).

l,ikewise, the electrification of the transportation sector in South Carolina provides the

Coft'in1ission with an opportunity to support regional economic gains through reduced oil

consumption and to leverage an increasingly clean grid to drive sigt&if&cant reductions in

-'National Research Council of tne National Academy oi Sciences, Ovei coining 7)arri ers (o ilie Deployu(en( ofplug-
in Elec(mc Vehicles at 105, the National Academies Press, 20 I 5.

'inter-Meyct, Schneidcr, I'ratt, pupae(» Asses(men( of I'lug-ui (lyari d Irei(icles ou Elec(ric U(ili(ies and geg('onul

U,S''oiver Gr(ds (November 2007).

" Energy and Environmental Economics (E3), Col%ruin Transpor(o(ion Electrification Assr.ssmen( pl(use 2 Grid
Impuc(s (October 20)4).
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transportation sector emissions. Under the high F V-adoption scenario used by MJ Bradley, South

Carolina can reduce gasoline consumption by 15.4 billion gallons through 2050. South Carolina

produces next to no oil, meaning its oil imports are a large capital drain on the economy. Given

that, the numerous studies'oncluding that EV drivers'lectricity fuel expenditures and associated

cost savings translate into real local economic benefits—in stark contrast to the petroleum sector

ring especially true for South Carolina.

Among the more than 25 parties submitting letters of support in this proceeding, there is

no disagreement: increased EV deployment supports health, security, electricity grid, economic,

and raiviroruuental benefits. '1'his consensus vieiv is not surprising. '1'he body of evidence

concluding& that 1:Vs support these benefits is overwhelming. At the same time, it is worth noting

the diversity of the parties that share agreement, '1'htxse submitting letters of support include South

Carolina elected officials, multiple school dislrictsr transit fleet operators, electric car and bus

miuiufhcturers. environmental gtxiups. and t:,V software, hardware and nettvork technology

companies of all sizes.

As explained below, fJEC's I';T Pilot is well designed to accelerate transportation

electrification to realize the benefits described above sooner rather than later. ln other words, the

Company has proposed investments today that could pull forward these future benefits.

'J Bradley & Associates, Ping in Electric Vehrcie C'ost lien»Jit Analysis. gorrth Caroiinrr (June 20 I 8) at page iv.

U.S. Energy Information Administration, Crude Oil Production Data and South Carolina State I rotile and Energy
Estimates (accessed December 7, 2018).

' ICorejwa, Tire ttetrrrns to I'chicle Elec trifrcatron: An Assetstnent oftire Economic arrd t)udgetar7'mpacts of
Electric Vehicle:ldoptran in Oregon (2015); J Todd et al, Cr r'rrtmg the Clean Errergt E'canomy: Amrlysis ofElectric
lrehicie hrrlrrsny (2013); California Electric Transportation Coalition, Plug in Electric I'ehr'cie Development in
Caiifarnirr'ln E»anami»dvhs rlssessrnent (20I2); J Cortright, New york City' Green Dir'idend(20IO).
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IV. The Electric Transportation Pilot should be approved with minor modifications.

DEC's three-year, $7.1M E'I'ilot program consists of four program elements; the

Residential EV Charging Program, the Direct Current I'ast Charging Station Program, the EV

Transit Bus Charging Progranl, an&1 the EV School Bus Charging Program. Below, we review and

ot'fer recommratdations for improvement to each. We also address the Company's plan for data

collection and reporting.

a. Residential EV Charging Program

DEC's Residential EV Charging Program would Rutd rebate and participation payments

for the deployment of up to 400 smart cltarging stations at customer residences.'I'he purpose of

tltis program component is to test the customer response to, and value of, managed EVcharging.'he
Residential IsV Charging Progriun component targets a core infi'astructure need for

I:V drivers. In order to enable f. V adoption, it is critical for would-be drivers to have access to

infi astructure in "long-dw 'I time" locations where cars arc most frequently located anil available

t'or charging. The typical car is parked at home 50 percent of the time." IJnsurprisingly, the

National Research Council ol'the National Academies ol Sciences characterizes home charging as

a "virtual necessity" for all EV drivers, and that residences without access to electric vehicle

" Application of Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC for Approval of Proposed Electric Transportation Pilot And An
Accounting Order to Defer Capital and Operating Expenses [hereinafter "DEC Application"] at 3

'EC Application at 9.

n gee Aclam Langton md Noel Crisostomo, I'eincieiGrid itdegraii&m, California public Utilities Department at 5

lOctober 2013); see also Marcus Alexander, insuntporianon 5rarrrrics~nrrl&ais for Electric liunsporiuiion, Electric
Power Research Institute (Decend er 20 I I).
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charging "clearly [have] challenges to overcome to make I'EV ownership practical." Drivers are

very unlikely to purchase an EV if they cannot charge at home.'he rebates that DEC proposes

to offer v ould help address this need.

The home is also the location where the vast majority ofcharging occurs.'n other words,

the flexible, manageable load that EVs represent is most frequently available to provide grid

services at the horne. If home charging is managed to occur during off-peak periods, EV load can

"till valleys" in load witho.it increasing overall capacity requirements. Similarly, EV load can be

shifted to facilitate thc integration of variable generation from renewable sources." By increasing

usage of standing assets, smoothing aml shifting loads, tmd improving reliability, I,V charging can

lower the marginal cost ol electricity for all customers. The ET Pilot would test one method for

vehicle-grid integration: direct load control by leveraging the "smarts" in EVs rind EV charging

stati oils.

Sierra Club supports development of managed charging for vehicle-grid integration. At

the sante time, we recommend that the I.',T Pilot also require that rebate recipients take service on

an applicable time-of-use rate. Time-ol'-use rates are 0 very elfective 'oisn ol'oundational load

"- National Research Council of the National Academies of Sciences, Overcoming gorriers to tire Detrloynrent of
I'Iut»trr Electro Vehicles, the National Academics Press at 9 (201 S).

'' See Adam Langton and Noel Crisotomo, VetrrcleGrid Integivnio&i, California Public Utilities Conunission at 5

(October 2013).

r4U.S. Department ol'nergy O»ice of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy, rvottonot plug-In Electric I'elricle

Infi ostrnctnre Jnolysis (September 20 I 7) (identifying a range of home charging percentages for its scenario analysis
and finding 82% to 88% as consisteni with early market tindings by The EV project as repotted by Idaho National
Laboratory).

"DEC Application at 9-lo; Attachment I3.

» See, for example, 1'he Department of Energy s EV project, tvhich has tracked the charging behavior of thousands
of EVs since 201 I, has shown tltai in areas with time-ot-use ("TOU") rates and effective utility education and
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management. With the smart charging stations that would be deployed under the Residential

component, DEC has an opportunity to test thc metrology that is embedded in those charging

stations so as to avoid requiring a participating customer to put all of their electricity use on a time-

of'-use rate, or to install a second meter, which can be cost prohibitive. Sierra Club recommends

that DEC incorporate this actditional element for its ET Pilot in order to more fully evaluate the

options for vehicle-grid integration.

b. Direct Current Fast Charging Station Program

For its Direct Current I'ast Charging ("DCFC") Station Program, DEC proposes to own

attcl operate up to 20 DCI'C stations in order to establish a foundational level of charging

inl'rastructure along highway corridors in the state.'" Like home charging, access to DCFC stations

tor distance travel strongly influences EV adoption decisions and is an important part of'

comprehensive t:barging network. Without access to L)C fast charging, vehicle range can be a

limiting 1'actor, and inter-city m distance travel is often impossible tn impractical for all-electric

vehicle drivers.'" ln addition to inhibiting distance travel and exacerbating anxieties about vehicle

range, consumer research indicates that a "lack of robust DC fast charging inft.astructure is

seriously inhibiting the value, utility, and sales potential" of typical pure-battery electric vehicles.'"

outreach. the majority of EV charging occurs during oft-peak hours. This was not the case in areas without TOU
rates, where EV demand genet ally peaked in the early evening, exacerbating early-evening system-wide peak
demand. See Schey, et al,,t Etrst Look ol lite Irnpocl ofElectric I'r.hicle Chottgmg on Ihe Electric Grid, rite EV

Prof ecl or E VS'26 (May 2012)

a Dl'sC Application at 12-14.

"Nick Niaro et ol., Strategic Plrcnning Io Iorplemenl Puhlicl) Avuifohfe El Chorgmg Srnlious'l Guide for
Ltusinesses coul I'oligwuokers (201S) at 11.

-'' PlugShare, New Survey Data: BEV Drivers and the Desire for DC Fast Charging (March 2014).
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As with many network industries, the development of DC fast charging networks suffers

from a "chicken-or-the-egg" market coordination problem. Prospective EV owners are reluctant

to purchase an electric car in the face of limited access to charging infiastructure, while prospective

hosts and backers of EV charging infrastructure cannot see a business case for EV charging station

investment where too few EVs are in use. The market coordination problem is acute for DC fast

charging stations, which have "high upfront costs" and "require significant revenues for the owner-

operator to achieve profitability." I-lowever, quantitative research on this "chicken-or-the-egg"

problem in the EV context not only indicates tltat the increased supply ol'more EVs would drive

the deployment of more public charging and vice-versa, bui thai a fmancial subsidy given to

infrastructure investment will intnease EV sales by more titan twice the amount of the increase if

the linancial incentive is provided for EV purchase." DEC's proposed DCFC Station Program

would help overcome the market coordination issues, and drive vehicle adoption.'hen
drivers pnll up and plug-in io I.:"I'ilot DCIr(.'. stations, DEC proposes that they will

pay a market rate." We recommend that the market rates sei by DEiC do not exceed the equivalent

price of gasoline. Fuel cost savings am a lccy driver of EV adoption. A survey of nearly 20,000 EV

iieveals that fuel cost savings are the single biggest motivator of E!V purchase decisions.'-'f the

-'ick Nigro ei al., Strategic Pirinning io Implement Pnblicli Avrriiabie El Cltaiging Siolivnsi 3 Gnr'defor
I)trsinesses mal I'olicyniakcia (2015) at I l.

"-" I.i S et al., The k lurker for Eleciri c lrelii clos. Indirect iver&vorks Effects ond poliry Design, Journal of the
Association of Environmental a '..'esource Economists 4, no. I (March 20 I7).

-" Id. (finding that "the increased availability of public charging stations has a statistically and economically
significant impact on EV adoption decisions.").

-" DEC Application at 13-I4.

"-'alifornia Clean Vehicle Rebate Project, F V Consumer Survey Dashboard (available at
https. i lc inicliicieicbmi iirg cn Suiiev-daslibokntl ev, visited Sept 6, 2018)
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DCI'C stations deployed under the ET Pilot fail lo provide the fuel savings that motivate EV

purcltase decision, then the program's ability to accelerate the EV market and to deliver the

resulting benefits upon which the proposed investment of utility-customer funds is partially

justified will bc compromised.

c. The EV Transit Bus Charging Program

For the Transit Bus Charging Program component, DEC proposes to support the adoption

of up to 20 transit buses through rebates that will support vehicle purchase and installation of

associated infrastructure,'ierra Club strongly supports this program element. Among the many

demonstrated. inarket-ready technologies in the medium- and heavy-duty sectors, there is no

question that electric buses are ready for prime time. In 20 I 5, the California Air Resources Board

concluded that "zero emission transit buses are primed to be one of the first heavy-duty vehicle

types to achieve significant zero-emission vehicle sales volumes, leading and supporting

[cchnology development in the heavy-duty sector as a whole." Mosl bus manufacturers offer

zero emission buses " ---including South Carolitta-located manufacturers--and multiple fleets

already operate zero emiss on buses in regular revenue service. 29

To be sure, there is a cost premium to purchase an electric hus over a conventional diesel

bus, but the total cost ol'ov nership for an electric transit bus can be lower than for a diesel or CNO

bus even with that cost premium, due to maintenance and fuel cost savings. Put another way,

DFC's proposed 'I'ransit Bus Charging Program could help nteet thc higher up-front capital

requirements of an electric bus arid cital'ging infiastructure, allowing a transit agency to then lock

te DEC Application at 12.

-" California Air Resources Board, Attvanced Clean Transit Regntntion: Discussion Document (May 201SI.

-'" California Air Resources Board, ltmot'otive Clean Ti'anstt Regulation Discussion Document (December 20 1 7).

10
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in the lower lifetime costs of electric buses. Lifetime savings can be re-invested into additional

purchases ofelectric buses, creating a positive economic cycle, where a transit agency can continue

to electrify ils bus fleet, and further drive down operational costs as electric buses replace the entire

fleet.

In its Application, DEC states that it "believes there are significant potential operational

cost savings'or electric buses used in its service territory. Operational costs typically fall into

two categories: maintenance alld fuel. Maintenance cost savings are substantially less than

conventional vehicles." The I'ucl cost savings fiom electricity fue1 versus diesel are also

substantial in theo'y, but can be frustrated by utility demand charges that do not accurately reflect

the costs associated with transportation electrification use cases 'nd frustrate or erase the fuel

cost savings upon which the economic;s of transportation electrification depettd,i

To ensure that tile ET Pilot is successful and tluit it supports tmnsportation eiectriflcation

broadly, we recommend that the Commission lead a process to inventory and take stakeholder

input on 131!C's commercial and industrial rates that may be applicable to the charging of transit

or other medium- and hcavy-duty vehicles, mid to reform or replace those rates where necessary.

In making this reconilliciidation, we arc not recommending that transportation eiectriflcation loads

bc subsidized, but tliat rate design should be optimized to account I'or the intended use cases.

sv DEC Application at 12.

" See, e g., US. I'ederal Transit Administration, Krirg Coimiy Metro Barter) Electric Bur Oemousiiaiion-
Preliminary Proyecr Res rifts (Mv 20 I 7) (tinding that the monthly Per mile maintenance costs of electric buses

averaged $0.18/mi while diesel and hybrid buses averaged $0.32/mi and $0 44/mi, tespectively).

'-'xamples of "use cases" might include (I) at home charging of passenger Evs; (2) public charging at Level 2 or

Direct Cuirent Fast Charging stations; (3) charging of medium- and heavy-duty fleets that are publicly or privately

owned, among others.

"See, e.g., ICF, California I'ransportation I',lectrilication Assessment — Phase 3-Part A: Commerical and Non-Road

Cirid Impacts — Iiinal Report,'t 47 (Jan. 2016) (finding that "Iu) tility rate structures me one of several key decision

factors for potential [transportation electrification] consumers, and can represent the difference between a consumer

accruing a return on their investment or realizing a net loss.").

11
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Because dcntand charges often do a poor job of reflecting actual distribution system costs, and

because energy costs are better reflected in time-varying volumetric rates, reforming demand

charges in general is good policy."

As ati extiillple, the Commission and DEC should look to recent efforts to optimize rates

for transportation electrification use-cases, including the suite of recently approved Southern

California Edison (SCE) rates that were refined in a stipulation between SCE, NRDC, Sierra Club,

the Environmental Defense Fund, Siemens, the Coalition of California Utility Employees, and the

Office ol'Ratepayer Advocates (which is housed in the California I'ublic Utilities Commission)."

Those rates are not subsidized, but have no demand charge cotnponent for the next five yettrs, at

which point demand chili'gcs will be phased in as utilization increases. I.,ikcwise„ the Commission

should examine a suite of rates that Pacifi&: C)as & l,leciric recently proposed that incorporate a

time-based energy chmge and subscripiion I'ee, and do not include demandcharges.-'.
'I'he FV School Bus Charging Program

Wiih the School Bus (.'.barging Prograin, I?I::.C would facilitate the replacement ofold diesel

school bus with clean electric models through rebates I'r the purchase of up to 20 buses and

associated charging infiastructure,s" I.ike electric transit buses, clcclric school buses arc also

market-ready and share in the same lifetime operation cost savings as transit buses.

st See Bvt enstei n, Ret erin, Tlte Economics vf tri red Cost Recottety bi Utilities, Energy Institute at Haas Working
Paper 272R (July 2016).

'.S'ee Decision on the Transportation Electrilication Standard Rcvtew projects (D.18-05-040) at 110-17, A.17-01-

020 et ol., California Public Utilities Commission (issued Jttne 6. 2018).

"Application for Approval of Ptcitic Gas and Electric Company's (U 39 P) Commercial Electric Vehicle Rate,

Application No. A. I 8-11-0()3, California Public Utilitics Commission (filed November 5, 2018).

'EC Application at 10-11.

12
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Moreover, electrif'i ig school buses can help a particularly vulnerable population-

childrcn. Regrettably, children are often the most exposed and most vuhierable to diesel emissions

fiom school buses. Over 25 million children ride school buses each day nationwide, more than

transit and passenger rail combined. -"'hildren are exposed to diesel fumes while riding and

getting on and off diesel school buses. Asthma, which diesel pollution exacerbates, is now the

most common chronic condition among U.S. children, affecting 1 in 10 in the United States. A

University of Michigan and University of Washington public health study found that cleaner

school transportation for children provides significant laealth benefits and could prevent 14 million

school absences each year.'" The School F)us (".barging Prograni would help to overcome the

upfroni cost premiuin that stands between South Carolina school children and clean transportation

io «ulcl frtiiil 'the11'lassl'001«rs,

In addition to sigttiftcant health benefits, school buses are well-suited to 1'acilitate the

integration of rcnewables and support the electric grid clue io their predictable duty-cycles. Sierra

Club therefore strongly supports the vehicle-to-grid ("V2G") aspect ol.'he School 13us Charging

P1'ogi"101, arid 1'et)crests ail oppo1'ttiility io provide input as the details ofthe U2Cr testing materialize.

To ensure that, like the '1'ransit F3us Charging Program, the School Bus Charging Program

is not a one-off pilot and instead supports broader electric school bus adoption South Carolina,

Sierra Club strongly recommends that the Commission lead a stakeholder process to take

stakeholder input on its applicable rates for medium- and heavy-duty charging, and to reform or

replace rates v, here necessary.

'" National School Transportatton Association, The Yellow School Bn» Indnstrn (20) 3).

'espiratory iicalih Association, A»ihn««l Ilt Clticugo Ot»puriries: perspeclires ond Inleraenirons (2011) at l.

SD Attar er nl., «tdvpring Clean pnels und Teclmvlvgie» otr School Bose» pvlluriun rrml Health Impuci» in

Chrldren (June 2010).

13
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e. Data collection and reporting

As part of the ET Pilot, DEC proposes to collect data and repots il. annually, 'o promote

transparency and learning-by-doing in this pilot project, the Company should commit to more

regular reporting and clarify its data collection plan.

In its application, DEC commiis to file an "linal report" with data on "overall cost figures,

load proliles of residential, DCI'C and public transit charging; cost savings of public transit

agencies; information about charging station costs; insights learned by the Company regarding the

effect of the program on the electric vehicle supply equipment ("EVSE"); and EV market

development in South (.'arolina.''n Sierra Club recommends that Dl':C make several important

additirins: lirst, to report the prices charged to EV drivers at DCF('. stations; sect)nd, to report on

managed charging response events and customer participation for the Residential Charging

Program„and, tliird, to collect thc same infbrmation about the School IIus Charging Program as

the Comp(niy plans to collect I'or the Transit l3us (.'barging program. In addition, the

Th» ('ompany also notes that it will lile "annual reports" with the Commission, but does

not specify what information they will include. We recommend that the annual filings report the

same dais that the Comp.; intends to the include in the final report. In addition, like the final

report, lhe annual reports should also be available to lhe public.

V. Additional Considerations

In addition to the ET Pilot recommendations discussed above, we offer two

recommendations lor additional Conunission and DEC action to support growth in the EV market.

"DPC Application at I5.

I(I 1t S
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a. The Commission should order DEC to remove any tariff restrictions on the
pricing of el& ctric vehicle charging services by non-utility providers.

To better enable thc EV charging market, thc Commission should direct DEC to remove

any tariff restrictions that would prohibit non-utility owners or operators of EV charging ("site

hosts") in South Carolina from pricing EV charging services on a kilo-watt hour basis that reflects

actual energy consumption.

This promotes several basic policy objectives. First, volumetric, per kilowatt-hour pricing

supports price transparency Ior EV drivers. The kilowatt-hour is the common and familiar metric

fl&r measuring electricity consumption. Second, because kilowatt-hour pricing rcflects actual

energy consmne&l by an EV and not, I'or example, the time spent plugged in, it supports pricing

that more accurately reflects EV driver's fuel costs. Take, for example, two electric cars thai

support conimon but lift'event rates of el&urge: Car I has a charging capability of 3.3 kW, while

Car 2 is rated for 6.f& kW. Assuming all else is c&l&lal, Cal' will take twice as long to charge up as

Car 2. kinder a time-based pricing scheme (e.g., per minute)---the sort of scheme that is forced

wh&&i'e pei'ilo-watt hour pricing is prohibited---&hiver of Car I will pay twice as much as the driver

ol Car 2 even though they have consumed an equal amount of electricity,

I&inally, per kilowatt-hour pricing allow site hosts to set prices for EV charging that reflect

underlying grid conditions and encourage I.V drivers to plug in at the right times, like TOU rates

In turn, this better el&at&les site hosts to recover their own electricity costs. If site hosts are unable

to pass time-varying price signals on to I.V drivers—the people that need to "see" price signalsif'hey

are to respond to them—then grid integration of charging load and the benefits it can provide

for all utility customers will be undermined.

h. In future filings, DEC should address electric vehicle charging needs in the
critical but underserve&l multi-unit dvvelling market aml take additional
action to improve access to clean transportation options for all customers.

15
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In the ET Pilot Application, DEC states that "if the Pilot is successful, the Company may

seek to grow the Pilot or seek early termination of the Pilot in favor of a full scale offering to be

filed with the Commission for approval." We recommend that any future filing, whether a full

scale filing or a separate pilot, but in any event no later than the conclusion of the ET Pilot, DEC

should propose a targeted EV program that includes solutions for charging at multi-unit dwellings

and solutions directed at 'p.proving access to clean transportation options for low-to-moderate

income communities.

As explaintxl in scctimt IV, drivers are unlikely to purchase plug&-in vehicles if ihcy cannot

plug-in at home, where cars are typically parked fi&r at least half thc day." Ilowever, less than half

of U,S. vehicles have reliable access to dedicated off-street parking at an owned residence where

charging inlirastructure could bc installed," 'I'o-daie, almost 90 percent of EV drivers live in single-

family detached homes." As the Ixltttional Academy of Sciences notes: "Lack of access to charging

infrastructure at home will constitute a significant barrier to EV deployment I'or households

without a dedicated parking spot or I'r whom the parking location is far from access to

electricity."'ven if an EV driver can persuade an apat5ment owner or manager to engage in

coiisiderable learning and agree to install a charging station, considerable challenges remain:

'4 DI&C Application at A.

"See Adam I angton mtd Noel Crisostomo, Velzicle-Grid Iniegrniion, California Public Utilities Department at 5

(October 2013); see also Marcus Alexander, Transporiaiion glaiislzcs Analysisfor Eleciric Tz ansporiaiion,

Electric Potver Resemch Institute (December 2011).

z~fraut ez al, Ug Reszzlezzzial Charging poleniialfor EVs (l)z ansporzalzon Research pnri D) (November 2013).

z" Center for Sustainablc Energy, Cahfornia ping-izz El Ozvner Serve) Dashhoard, available al

llzlp&':Izulzzlvlzl Irleh zie zll"I z'nl,'zlz&'zs'-zlzz&lzh &(IIXI'1'"

National Research Council of the National Academy ol Sciences, Overcz&nzinr; Dnrvvers Iz& lhe Deployment of
Plug-z'n Eleclru. Velzicles at 105, the National Academies Press, 2015.
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parking lots are often common or shared spaces, complicating authorization to install charging

stations and billing arrangements; thc costs of installing infiastructure at a distance fi'om the

building is more expensive; and, in the case of renters, investments in charging infrastructure may

not be recoverable within their expected tenancy. Utilities are uniquely positioned to address the

these challenges, and DEC should do so in any future filing.

In addition. DE(.1'should develop dedicated programs to increase access to the use of

electricity as a transportation fuel in low and moderate-income communities and to address sources

of traiispot'tation pollution that disproportionately impact frontline communities. Examples of

program elements lhat DI!(.'ould implemenl or support include the following:

~ Dedicating that a specific percentage of incentives delivered or infrastructure installed for

light-duty vehicle charging occur in spcciltc communities, and tliat incentive levels me

higher in those communities'";

~ Designate that transit or school bus electrification efforts will primarily serve and/m. travel

through certain low-to-moderate income communities';

~ Ride-share programs like Bluel.A and Bluelndy----programs in I.,os Angeles and

Indianapolis, respectively--1)1611 offer 24/7 access to a network ofaffordable sltared electric

vehicles placed strategically in low-income neighborhoods;

"See, e.g, Decision 16-12-065, Docket A. 1 5-02-009, California Public Utilities Commission (filed December 21,
2017) (approving a $ 130M electric vehicle infiastruciure investment for Pacilic Gas & flectric, including: (1) a
requirement that 15% of stations be located in disadvantaged communities as defined by California law and
including a stretch goal of 20% deployment in disadvantaged communities; and (2) providing 100% rebates for
stations located in disadvantaged communities, as opposed to partial rebatcs for stations deployed outside of that

segment); Case 17-05, Departmen'f Public Utilities (filed November 30, 2017) (approving a $45M electric vehicle
infrastructure investment for Ev rsouice, including a 10% requirement for deployment of stations in disadvantaged
colnnlunitles).

'a See, e g., Decision 16-12-065, Docket A.17-01-020, California Public Utilities Commission (filed May 31, 2018)
($300M of the approved investment will go toward electrification of vehicles in or adjacent to disadvantaged
Coll'I lull ll t t les).

17
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e Supporting infrastructure and vehicle cost-share for the electrification of trucks, buses,

ground support equipment and port equipment that cause disproportionate impact to certain

communities through local diesel pollution";

VI. Conclusion

For the reasons discussed above, Sierta Club respectfully requests that the Commission

approve the ET Pilot program with the modifications described herein.

Respectfully submitted this 10th day of December, 2018

Amelia A. Thompson
S.C. ENVIRONMENTAL LAW PROJECT
Post Office 13ox 1380
Pawleys Island, SC 29585
Telephone: (843) 527-0078
Fax: (843) 527-0540

Allot'rteysfor Petitioner Sierra Club

n Id, (approving $ 600M svotah of progmms for the states'nvestor-osvned utilities that target electrification of
medium- and heavy-duty vehicles, including on- and off-road vehicles).
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

BEFOR" THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

DOCKET NO. 2018-321-E

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on this date, I served the following persons with the foregoing

I'etition to Intervene by electronic mail and/or U.S. First Class Mail, addressed as follows:

Frank R. Ellerbe III, Esq.
Robinson Gray Stepp Bc Lat'fitte, LLC
Post Office Box 11449
Columbia, SC 29211
fellerbe@robinsongray.corn

Jeffrey M. Nelson, Esq.
Office of Regulatory Staff
1401 Main Street, Suite 900
Columbia, SC 29201
jnetsongrregstaff.sc.gov

Heather Shirley Smith, Esq.
Duke Energy Carolinas, LLC
40 W. Broad Street, Suite 690
Greenville, SC 29601
Heather.smith@duke-energy.corn

Samuel J. Wellborn, Esq.
Robinson Gray Stepp & Laffitte, LLC
Post Office Box 11449
Columbia, SC 29211
swellborn sowellgray.corn

Stinson W. Ferguson, Esq.
Southern Environmental Law Center
463 King St. — Suite B
Charleston, SC 29403
sfergusonQaselcsc.org

Georgetown, SC
December 10, 2018

Amelia A. Thompson
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